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Instructions for Completing Consolidated State Application
Accountability Workbook

By January 31, 2003, States must complete and submit to the Department this
Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook. We understand that
some of the critical elements for the key principles may still be under
consideration and may not yet be final State policy by the January 31 due date.
States that do not have final approval for some of these elements or that have
not finalized a decision on these elements by January 31 should, when
completing the Workbook, indicate the status of each element which is not yet
official State policy and provide the anticipated date by which the proposed policy
will become effective. In each of these cases, States must include a timeline of
steps to complete to ensure that such elements are in place by May 1, 2003, and
implemented during the 2002-2003 school year. By no later than May 1, 2003,
States must submit to the Department final information for all sections of the
Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook.

Transmittal Instructions

To expedite the receipt of this Consolidated State Application Accountability
Workbook, please send your submission via the Internet as a .doc file, pdf file, rtf
or .txt file or provide the URL for the site where your submission is posted on the
Internet. Send electronic submissions to conapp@ed.gov.

A State that submits only a paper submission should mail the submission by
express courier to:

Celia Sims

U.S. Department of Education
400 Maryland Ave., SW
Room 3W300

Washington, D.C. 20202-6400
(202) 401-0113

VT Index and Percent Proficient — draft — 5/5/03 2



PART |: Summary of Required Elementsfor State Accountability
Systems

Instructions

The following chart is an overview of States' implementation of the critical el ements
required for approval of their State accountability systems. States must provide detailed
implementation information for each of these elementsin Part |1 of this Consolidated
State Application Accountability Workbook.

For each of the elements listed in the following chart, States should indicate the current
implementation status in their State using the following legend:

F: State has a final policy, approved by all the required entities in the State (e.g.,
State Board of Education, State Legislature), for implementing this element in its
accountability system.

P: State has a proposed policy for implementing this element in its accountability
system, but must still receive approval by required entities in the State (e.g., State
Board of Education, State Legislature).

W:  State is still working on formulating a policy to implement this element in its
accountability system.
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Summary of Implementation Status for Required Elements of
State Accountability Systems

Status State Accountability System Element

Principle 1: All Schools

F | 1.1 Accountability system includes all schools and districts in the state.

F | 1.2 Accountability system holds all schools to the same criteria.

F | 1.3 Accountability system incorporates the academic achievement standards.

F | 1.4 Accountability system provides information in a timely manner.

F | 1.5 Accountability system includes report cards.

P 1.6 Accountability system includes rewards and sanctions.

Principle 2: All Students

2.1  The accountability system includes all students

F | 2.2 The accountability system has a consistent definition of full academic year.

2.3 The accountability system properly includes mobile students.

Principle 3: Method of AYP Deter minations

F | 3.1 Accountability system expects all student subgroups, public schools, and LEAs to reach
proficiency by 2013-14.

F | 3.2 Accountability system has a method for determining whether student subgroups, public
schools, and LEAs made adequate yearly progress.

3.2a Accountability system establishes a starting point.

3.2b  Accountability system establishes statewide annual measurable objectives.

F | 3.2c Accountability system establishes intermediate goals.

Principle 4: Annual Decisions

P | 4.1 The accountability system determines annually the progress of schools and districts.

STATUS Legend:
F — Final state policy
P — Proposed policy, awaiting State approval
W — Working to formulate policy
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Principle5: Subaroup Accountability

F | 5.1 The accountability system includes all the required student subgroups.

5.2  The accountability system holds schools and LEAs accountable for the progress of student

F subgroups.

5.3  The accountability system includes students with disabilities.

IE 5.4  The accountability system includes limited English proficient students.

F | 5.5 The State has determined the minimum number of students sufficient to yield statistically
reliable information for each purpose for which disaggregated data are used.

F | 5.6 The State has strategies to protect the privacy of individual students in reporting
achievement results and in determining whether schools and LEAs are making adequate
yearly progress on the basis of disaggregated subgroups.

Principle 6: Based on Academic Assessments

" 6.1  Accountability system is based primarily on academic assessments.

Principle7: Additional Indicators

P | 7.1  Accountability system includes graduation rate for high schools.

7.2  Accountability system includes an additional academic indicator for elementary and middle

F schools.

F | 7.3 Additional indicators are valid and reliable.

Principle 8: Separate Decisionsfor Reading/L anquage Arts and M athematics

8.1  Accountability system holds students, schools and districts separately accountable for

P reading/language arts and mathematics.

Principle 9: System Validity and Reliability

" 9.1  Accountability system produces reliable decisions.

F | 9.2 Accountability system produces valid decisions.

F | 9.3 State has a plan for addressing changes in assessment and student population.

Principle 10: Participation Rate

10.1 Accountability system has a means for calculating the rate of participation in the statewide

F assessment.

F | 10.2 Accountability system has a means for applying the 95% assessment criteria to student

subgroups and small schools.
STATUS Legend:
F — Final policy
P — Proposed Policy, awaiting State approval
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W- Working to formulate policy
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PART II: State Response and Activities for Meeting State
Accountability System Requirements

Instructions

In Part Il of this Workbook, States are to provide detailed information for each of
the critical elements required for State accountability systems. States should
answer the questions asked about each of the critical elements in the State's
accountability system. States that do not have final approval for any of these
elements or that have not finalized a decision on these elements by January 31,
2003, should, when completing this section of the Workbook, indicate the status
of each element that is not yet official State policy and provide the anticipated
date by which the proposed policy will become effective. In each of these cases,
States must include a timeline of steps to complete to ensure that such elements
are in place by May 1, 2003, and implemented during the 2002-2003 school year.
By no later than May 1, 2003, States must submit to the Department final
information for all sections of the Consolidated State Application Accountability
Workbook.
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INTRODUCTION:

The following document is the revision of the Vermont Consolidated State
Accountability Plan. The plan is the product of several months of planning
and negotiations between the Vermont Department of Education, the Office
of the Governor, State Board of Education and the U.S. Department of
Education. Following the meetings between the state and federal
departments on February 11, 2003; the Peer Review on April 17, 2003 and
several teleconferences, the plan was refined and adjusted to meet all
federal guidelines while maintaining the maximum flexibility under the law.
The material is presented in “Word Format,” while addressing each of the
required sections and responses. New additions that represent changes
since the original submission are indicated in bold type. One new
Attachment, which we are identifying as Attachment ZZ, joins the original
set of attachments already on file with the U.S. Department of Education.

PRINCIPLE 1. A single statewide Accountability System applied to all
public schools and LEAs.

1.1 How does the State Accountability System include every public school and LEA in the State?

1.2 How are all public schools and LEAs held to the same criteria when making an AYP
determination?

Public School Accountability in Vermont

All public schoolsin Vermont are included in the Vermont School Accountability System
Based on Student Performance. The rules and operations manual were approved by the
State Board in July 2000. State law requires that the Commissioner identify schools that
are not making AYP. Vermont will continue to identify schools that do not make AYP.
For Title | schools, the Commissioner will apply the consequences in Section 1116, to
include the provision of choice, supplemental services, specific planning requirements,
corrective actions and restructuring as consistent with the consequences in state law.

All public schools are held to the same criteriawhen making AY P determinations. Rules
2511 and 2512 establish that the system isfor all schools and that itsintent is to make
valid and fair accountability determinations. The criteria by which thisis accomplished
are described in Rules and in the Operations Manual for the Accountability System,
which will be updated to reflect necessary NCLBA AYP revisions.

All LEAswill also be held to the same criteria. This aspect of LEA accountability will

be addressed as part of the overall transitional plan for addressing LEA accountability in
light of the legidlative action discussed later in this section.
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In addition, Vermont will hold al public schools accountable for meeting the Vermont

School Quality Standards, a broad framework that includes:

* Development and implementation of standards and learning opportunities

» Useof action plans by schools and districts to focus their improvement efforts

» Assessment of studentsin comprehensive state examinations

» Development of local comprehensive assessment systems

* Reporting of results

* Professional development

o Staff evaluation

» Accessto technical education

» Conditions, practices and resources which include school |eadership, staff
qualifications and requirements, student support and health services, graduation
requirements, instructional practices, curriculum, facilities and a safe, civil and
orderly learning environment.

L EA Definition and Accountability

Vermont statute currently does not hold any entity except public schools accountable. A
provision in state law, in the case of schools that make insufficient progress in student
performance, permits the Commissioner and State Board to adjust supervisory union
boundaries or the responsibilities of the superintendency.

Members of the 2003 Vermont legislature plan to introduce a bill to address changes to
Vermont's educational governance structure. The Vermont Department of Education will
work with the Vermont legislature during the 2003 session and beyond, as necessary, to
address the requirement under NCLBA for LEA accountability in the larger restructuring
bill.

The legidlative effort to explore changes to the governance structure of Vermont's schools
issignificant and will most likely not be completed during the current session, which may
end in late spring. Until thereisresolution, Vermont will integrate the definition of AYP
into the State Accountability System by continuing to define the role of the LEA asthe
Supervisory Union/District for the purposes of Title .

L EA Accountability in the Transition

Unlike most states with large urban areas, Vermont has supervisory unions that - most
typically - comprise several town school districts, each of which has a school board and
authority to raise taxes to support schools. Concerning accountability until legislative
changes occur, Vermont will proceed as follows:

» Thecaculation of AYP for the LEA will be an aggregate of the school calculations,
asrequired by NCLBA.
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e Under state law (16 V.S.A. 8165 (b)), the Commissioner makes a determination of
AYP at the school building level only; however, the role of the LEA is acknowledged
in that consequences for a school not making AY P include adjusting the supervisory
union (LEA) boundaries or the responsibilities of the superintendency.

* All Supervisory Union/Districtsin Vermont receive Title | funds; therefore all of
them are subject to the consequencesin Section 1116.

 TheAYP caculation for the LEA will be tracked and the consequences in Section
1116 will be applied as part of the SEA oversight of the entity that receives,
distributes and determines the use of funds under NCLBA.

» Currently all LEAs submit Consolidated Federal Program (CFP) applications
which will serve as the basis for the required improvement plansif an LEA does
not make AYP. The required plan components should already be addressed in an
adequate CFP application.

> Corrective actions in Section 1116 will be taken, as appropriate, and will be
aligned with state law consequences and the responsibilities of the SEA for
oversight of the CFP funds and applications.

The LEA will work in partnership with the SEA through the Statewide System of Support
and the "pass through" funds and services for school improvement. Thiswill ensure that
the action planning required of all schools under state law, and the CFP plans required of
all LEAsunder NCLBA, will coordinate the available resources for school improvement
and the closing of achievement gaps.

Inclusion of all Schools

=

Total number of schoolsreceiving public fundsfrom State 368
2. Total number of public schools 310
If numbersfor 1 and 2 aredifferent, please explain.

Thereare 58 non-public, independent schoolsin Vermont that serve
publicly-funded students. These studentsareall required to be assessed by
the state assessments and, in some cases, their resultsareincluded in the
accountability determinationsfor public schools, as appropriate. See
Attachment MM

3. Total number of public schoolsreceiving Title! funds 219

4. Total number of schools not receiving Titlel funds 91

5. Doesthestate have a definition of a“public school” for accountability
purposes? If no, please explain. Yes

6. Isthedefinition of “public school” for accountability purposesthe same as

other definitions of “public school” used by the State, e.g., are the school I1D
codesthe samein the State databases? (Y/N) If no, please explain. Yes
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Inclusion of All LEAS

Total number of LEAs (e.g., public school districts) 60

Total number of LEAsreceiving Titlel funds 60

Doesthe state have a definition of LEA for accountability purposes? Yes, at
thistimeit isthe Supervisory Union/District.

4. |sthedefinition of “public school district” for accountability purposesthe
same as other definitions of “public school district” used by the State, e.g.,
arethedistrict 1D codesthe samein the State databases? (Y/N) If no, please
explain. Yes

W e

Vermont includes all public schoolsand LEAsin the statewide AY P model as
follows:

e charter schools

. Vermont does not currently have charter schools

» alternative schools
. All public alternative schools are included in accountability
. all studentsin public alternative programs are assigned to a

public school for accountability purposes
state schools for the blind/deaf

* Vermont does not currently have any state schoolsfor the
blind/deaf
juvenile correction centers, residential centers, etc

* Thesearenot public schoolsunder Vermont's definition of " public
school.”

schools without testing or other data (e.g., K-2 schools)

« Vermont assignsresults of 4™ graders on the New Standards
Reference Exam to the primary schools the students previously
attended. Vermont also includesits Grade 2 Vermont
Developmental Reading Assessment in indexesfor all schoolswith
Grade 2.

» Page 16 of the Operations Manual for the Vermont School
Accountability System Based on Student Perfor mance states: For
any school whose only state level assessment isthe Vermont
Developmental Reading Assessment, " pairing” or " sharing" of
data with the school into which they feed will berequired.

» exceptionally small schools
» All schoolsareincluded in accountability and those with fewer

than 30 studentsin two year s of assessment results participatein
the small school review
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Evidence:
Attachment A: 16 V.S.A. §165(b) and (c)

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment C: Vermont School Quality Standards

Attachment D: Operations Manual for the Vermont School Accountability System
Based on Student Performance, July 2000

Attachment E: 16 V.S.A. §261a

Attachment F: 16 V.S.A. 8563

1.3 Doesthe State have, at aminimum, a definition of basic, proficient and advanced
student achievement levelsin reading/language arts and mathematics?

Rule 2511 of the Rules for Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance states that the purpose of the rulesisto establish aframework for
identifying those public schools most in need of improving student performance in
relation to the standards set forth in Vermont's Framework of Sandards and Learning
Opportunities.

Vermont received approval under the previous authorization of ESEA (IASA) for both its
standards and its current assessments. Vermont's achievement level definitions are
consistent with basic, proficient, and advanced in reading/language arts and mathematics.
The current Vermont achievement levels are: Achieves the Standard with Honors
(advanced); Achieves the Standard (proficient), and three levels bel ow the standard
(basic), Nearly Achieves the Standard, Below the Standard and Little Evidence of
Achievement.

The New Standards Reference Examinations (NSRE) in mathematics and
English/language arts (ELA) in Grades 4, 8 and 10 and the Vermont Devel opmental
Reading Assessment (VT-DRA) at Grade 2 will be theinitial basisfor accountability.
These assessments were approved under the previous authorization (1997) as valid and
aligned to state standards.

At thistime, Vermont expectsto maintain itsfive performance levelsto describe
student performance across all existing and new assessments that are developed to
meet NCL BA requirements. Standardswill be set on the assessmentsto align with
those definitions.
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Therearethreetypesof Alternate Assessment in Vermont's system: Adapted or

out-of level, Modified and Lifeskills. Lifeskillsstudentsarethe only oneswho are
assessed using alter nate achievement standar ds based on their progressin meeting
their education program asoutlined in their IEP and referenced to Vermont's

Framework of Standards and Learning Opportunities. Currently, these students
comprise approximately .7 - .9 percent of all assessed studentsin Vermont. No
student currently taking an out-of-level assessment is deter mined to have met the

standard.

Vermont agrees to count studentswho take out of level tests as not proficient against
standards, but will include them as participantsin the participation rate calculation
until such timeasthereasfurther IDEA or U.S. DOE guidance requires a change.

In the meantime, Vermont will continue the development of new assessments
through the New England Compact, which will be moreinclusive of all studentsand
will provide better infor mation about grade level performance of all students. With
out of level studentsincluded in this manner, approximately 20% of Vermont
schools will not make AYP.

Vermont's performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and

on the SAT9 items embedded in the NSRE indicates that VVermont outperforms most

other states on academic measures.

Table 1: Assessments Used for 2002-2003 AY P Decision

Test Content Grade Type Alternates Native
L anguage
New Standards Mathematics | 4,8and 10 | Criterion Lifeskills; Spanish
Reference Exam Referenced | Out of Level NSRE
(NSRE) in Math Test NSRE; Pilot: 4"
Stanford grade
Diagnostic | simplified
language
NSRE
VT- Reading 2 Criterion Lifeskills
Developmental Referenced
Reading Test
Assessment
New Standards | Reading/English | 4,8and 10 | Criterion Lifeskills; Spanish
Reference Exam | Language Arts Referenced | Out of Leve NSRE
(NSRE) in Test NSRE;
English Stanford
language arts Diagnostic
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Table 2: Introduction and Revision of Assessments

Assessment Content Area Grade Levd New/Revised Y ear
Math and Reading 3,5, 6and 7 New 2005-2006
Math and ELA 4,8and 10/11 Possibly New | 2005-2006
Evidence:

Attachment G: June 1997 letter to Secretary Tirozzi from Commissioner Hull
Attachment H: January 2001 letter from Secretary Cohen to Commissioner Wolk

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

1.4 How does the State provide accountability and adequate yearly progress decisions
and information in atimely manner?

Vermont administers the New Standards Reference Examinations (NSRES) in
mathematics and reading/English language arts from mid-March to mid-April; the VT-
Developmental Reading Assessment is administered in May. In 2003, we anticipate that
we will receive results from Harcourt Educational Measurement for the New Standards
exam in July and we will make every effort to make AY P determinations before the
beginning of the school year.

We acknowledge that thisis a very challenging timeline, but have limited options given
that the 2003 administration window had already been established and that a new form of
the test isbeing used thisyear. We will account for the necessity to make AYP
determinations before the beginning of the school year as we implement the NSRES in
future years and develop and implement the new assessments at Grades 3, 5, 6 and 7.

Vermont has worked diligently to ensure that assessment and accountability information
is provided to schools in the most accurate and timely manner possible. All data used to
calculate the school indexes undergo several stages of validation, for both assessment and
accountability participation, to ensure that accurate accountability decisions are made.
This process requires a minimum of two months. Vermont also has an appeals process
for schools to offer evidence to counter identification or the accuracy of anindex (or any
other data that contribute to identification),which could take another 4-6 weeks.

Vermont plans to make preliminary determinations of AY P for those schools potentialy
affected by choice, supplemental services or corrective action regquirements prior to the
more extensive validation process. Thiswill allow schools to begin communication with
parents and/or initiate corrective actions.
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A recent communication from Harcourt hasindicated that we will have resultsfrom
the New Standar ds Refer ence Examinationsin mid-July. These assessment results
need to be verified and then participation results need validation before we can issue
final accountability results. We will begin the process as soon as possible after the
resultsarereceived. Wewill conclude the process within the shortest possible
timeline, reporting final accountability resultsfor all schools before or soon after the
beginning of the 2003-2004 school year .

For thisyear only, theimpact of any delay in final accountability deter minations
beyond the beginning of the school year for Titlel schools needing to inform parents
of supplemental servicesor choiceisvirtually nonexistent. The Titlel schoolswith
choice or supplemental serviceswill remain the samein 2003-2004 asin 2002-2003
with the possible addition of two new Title | schools entering school improvement
for thefirst time, with the potential for choiceonly. Thereareno Titlel schoolsat a
point wherethe 2003 AY P deter mination will add supplemental servicesto their
requirements. Sinceit takestwo years of making AY P before the schools can exit
school improvement, even if they make AYP, the currently identified Titlel schools
will continueto have the supplemental services and choice requirements, as
applicable.

Titlel schools currently in school improvement will be told they must inform
parents of supplemental services and choice, as applicable, befor e the beginning of
the 2003-2004 school year . In the case of thetwo new Title | schools, there are not
schools of compar able grade span within the LEA to which students can transfer.
These schools will berequired to inform parents about choice before the beginning
of the 2003-2004 school year, as outlined in the U.S. DOE choice guidance in
anticipation of their possible identification. Assoon aswereceive the assessment
resultsfrom Harcourt, we will validate these two schools to ensure that they have
the earliest completeinformation for parents.

Rule 2550 will need to be changed to reflect the annual AY P determination/report as well
asthe addition of preliminary determinations and the process and timeframe for making
final determinations.

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment D: Operations Manual for the Vermont School Accountability System
Based on Student Performance, July 2000

Attachment I: Vermont Quality Assurance Procedures

Attachment J: Statewide Assessment Meeting Folder, January 2003

Attachment K: Memo on Test Security for Spring 2002 VT-Developmental Reading
Assessment

Attachment L: Memo on Update/Calibration for Spring 2002 VT-Developmental
Reading Assessment
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Attachment M: Assessment Participation Verification Report (Sample)

1.5 Does the State Accountability System produce an annual State Report Card?

Vermont has produced an on-line Vermont School Report since 1998. It currently
includesinformation for al schools on student achievement at each proficiency level on
the State academic assessments and the most recent three-year trend in student
achievement in each subject area, and for each grade level, for the required assessments.

Results from the current accountability system, including the number and names of each
school identified for school improvement under NCLBA Section 1116, are also posted on
the Department’ s website.

The Department provides all subgroup disaggregations based on valid cell sizes for
reporting, as well as participation information (students not tested) for all students and for
subgroups, based again on valid cell sizesfor reporting.

Information on graduation rates and other indicators used for accountability will also be
added to the website as those are devel oped.

Once the revised Accountability System has been approved, new baseline information
will be posted to provide the comparison between the actual achievement levels of each
student subgroup and the State's annual measurable objectives for each group of students.

The Department will also add therequired information about Teacher Quality to
thewebsite. A report on the percentage of “highly qualified” teachersin the core
subject areas for 2002-2003 school year will be submitted to the USDE on
September 30, 2003. Thiswill establish the state’s baseline.

The stepswe aretakingin order toreport on the professional qualifications of
teachersin Vermont, the percentage of teacherswho are not fully licensed, and the
per centage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggr egate and
disaggregated by poverty are asfollows:

Establish Vermont’s definition of Highly Qualified Teachers

¢ April 2003 — Complete work on definition of “highly qualified” teachers.
Proposed model was presented to the State Board of Education and Vermont’s
Standards Board on April 15, 2003. Ver mont’s definition will include the criteria
required in NCLBA.

¢ May 20, 2003- Vermont’s State Board of Education will be asked to vote to
adopt the state’ sdefinition of “highly qualified” teachers.

Collect Personnel Data

¢ February 2003 through April 2003 - Identify the data items, definitions, and
processfor collecting data on school personnel assignments. Develop a program
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and electronic survey for collecting data on educators' teaching assignments by
class and school.

¢ May 1- June 1, 2003 — Send personnel survey to school districts and supervisory
unionsto collect information on teaching assignments.

¢ Junethrough July 2003 — Clean data and match the personnel survey data with
the educator database and school poverty data.

¢ October 2003 — I nstitute school personnel data collection as an annual
requirement.

Enhance Vermont’s Educator Database and Report Baseline Data

¢ May 2003 - Expand the current educator database to include data elements of
Vermont’s model for “highly qualified” teachers.

¢ May through June 2003 - Review educator paper filesand other sourcesto
collect data on “highly qualified” criteria.

¢ Junethrough July 2003 —Match the per sonnel survey data with the educator
database. Determine who is highly qualified based on available data. Send
“Vermont’s Content Knowledge Rubric” to veteran educators who ar e not
found to be “ highly qualified” based on available data.

August through September 2003 — Analyze the responses and documentation of

educatorswho completetherubric. Finalizethe deter mination of “highly qualified”

teachersin the core subject areas. Inform school districts and supervisory unions.

Compute the per centage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the

aggregate and disaggr egated by high poverty compared with low poverty schoolsin

the Ver mont.

¢ September 30, 2003 — Submit Vermont’sreport on teachers qualificationsto the
USDE. Thiswill represent the state's baseline.

Rule 2550 currently describes the elements of public reporting of accountability
information and will be modified to include these requirements.

Initially, Vermont will ensurethat all required elements of the State Report Card
are accessible on our website and availablefor LEAsand schoolsto incorporate into
their required reporting. Currently, we provide datato the Center for Rural Studies
at the University of Vermont and they format and maintain the Ver mont School
Report. Our long-term plan isto redesign our web-based reportsinto a
comprehensive and coor dinated system that runs off our databases and can provide
specific reportsdifferentiated by user need. Wewould also incor porate our current
graphing tool (Vermont School Improvement Guide) that is part of our action
planning support for schools and districts.

Asregards evidence that the State Report Card isaccessible in major languages,
thereisno singlelanguage, other than English, that can be described as a language
of amajor population in Vermont.

Top 5 Non-English Language Backgrounds (NEL B) Groupsin Vermont
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Total Student Enrollment in Vermont = 99,978

Linguistic Background Number NELB Per cent Number LEP
Bosnian/Serbo-Croatian 441 44 310
Spanish 321 32 142
Viethamese 249 24 168
French 221 22 67
Chinese 202 .20 101

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

The School Report is available at http://www.state.vt.us/educ

Attachment N: Vermont Department of Education School Report (Sample)
Attachment O: Vermont School I mprovement Guide (Sample)

Attachment P: Accountability Review for Priority Schools Receiving Technical
Assistance Report, October 2002

1.6 How does the State Accountability System include rewards and sanctions for
public schools and LEAS?

Vermont law, 16 V.S.A 8165 (b) has consequences for all schools:

» technical assistance,

» assuming administrative control to the extent necessary to correct deficiencies;

» adjusting the supervisory union boundaries or the responsibilities of the
superintendency;

» closing the school and requiring the school district to pay tuition to another public
school or approved independent school.

We have reviewed and aligned the consequencesin NCLBA for Titlel schoolswith
the consequencesin state law for schools. We have created a transition document
to guide schools and LEAs as we make the transition from the pre-NCL BA system
to system we have outlined in thisdocument. See Attachment LL.
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Rules 2560 and 2560.2 currently describe sanctions for schools and will be modified to
include rewards and to address LEA sanctions and rewards; the latter depend in part on
the outcome of the legidative activity.

Evidence:
Attachment A: 16 V.S.A. §165(b) and (c)

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment LL: School | mprovement Status: Transition from Current System to
Revised System

Attachment NN: Alignment of Principlesto Current Rulesfor Vermont School
Accountability System Based on Student Performance

Attachment OO: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000, first draft of revisions

PRINCIPLE 2. All students are included in the State Accountability System.
2.1 How does the State Accountability System include all students in the State?

2.2 How does the State define “full academic year” for identifying students in AYP
decisions?

2.3 How does the State Accountability System determine which students have
attended the same public school and/or LEA for a full academic year?

Vermont Rule 2530 currently states:

"Schools shall account for all students. Students not included are those with medical
excuses, family emergency or student crisis, and students who enroll in the school on or
after the first day of testing. In addition, if, asaresult of a suspension or expulsion, a
student is not available to take a complete assessment, the student will not be included in
accountability results, as described in the Accountability Operations Manual.

"The State Board shall include the results of alternate assessments in the accountability
system for eligible students with Individual Education Plans, 504 Plans, or limited
English proficiency, when such assessments are devel oped and when they meet accepted
technical standards. Specific details concerning the inclusion of aternate assessmentsin
the accountability system shall be described in the Accountability Operations Manual.
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"Any student who does not take an assessment, including alternate assessments, without
an approved exemption or excuse, shall be assigned the point value (0) for the lowest
performance level, Little or No Evidence of Achieving the Standard. The Accountability
Operations Manual shall describe the criteria and process for determining exemptions
from regular assessments and valid excuses from all assessments."

Thisrulewill be modified to include all studentsenrolled in school on the day before
the official test window in the denominator for participation calculation. All
students, except those with medical or student/family crisis exemptionswill be
included in the achievement indexes with a scor e of 0-500.

All students in independent schools at public expense are required to participate in the
state assessments. These results are publicly reported.

Section 1120 of Titlel requiresthe LEA toinclude how services will be academically
assessed and how theresults of that assessment will be used to improvethose
servicesin the " timely and meaningful” consultation of LEA with appropriate
private (independent) school officials during the design and development of Titlel
servicesfor private (independent) schools. Thisisan LEA, not a state
responsibility; the state does requir e assurances from the LEA and monitorsto
ensurethat private school students arereceiving equitable servicesand that “timely
and meaningful” consultation isoccurring.

Independent schools are not part of the single statewide system of accountability for
public schools. If these schools have publicly funded students, they are assessed by
state assessments. Theindependent schoolsthat participatein Titlel in Vermont
are mor e often parochial schools. Therefore, these studentsare not publicly funded,
and the LEA and the school deter mine other appropriate assessment measur es.
Their accountability comes from the LEA and SEA monitoring of servicesand
student outcomesthrough Titlel.

As recommended by the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), Vermont will define the full
academic year as of October 1 of the school year in which the assessments are
administered. Only those students who are enrolled in the school as of October 1 will
have their results included in the Accountability System. October 1 was selected because
thisisthe official enrollment collection for the school year.

The definition of “full academic year” will be reflected in a change to Rule 2530 as well
asto the Operations Manual.

All students who were in the same school for the full academic year will be counted in
the school's AY P determination.

All students who were in the same LEA for the full academic year will be counted in the
LEA's AY P determination.
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All students who have been enrolled in public schools in the state for the full academic
year will be counted in the state's AY P determination.

Because October 1 isthe official enrollment date for the state, student results can be
appropriately assigned, using the October 1 Student Census and Demographic Update, in
which all public schoolsarerequired to participate under 16 V.S.A.8 212 (9).

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment Q: 16 V.S.A. 8166 (Q)
Attachment R: Policy Advisory Committee memo, November 2001

Attachment S: October 1, Student Census and Demographic Update

PRINCIPLE 3. State definition of AYP is based on expectations for growth
in student achievement that is continuous and substantial, such that all
students are proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics no later
than 2013-2014.

3.1 How does the State’' s definition of adequate yearly progress require al studentsto be
proficient in reading/language arts and mathematics by the 2013-2014 academic
year?

3.2 How does the State A ccountability System determine whether each student subgroup,
public school and LEA makes AY P?

To ensure that our Accountability System was as reliable as possible, Vermont made the
following choices when we initially developed the system in 1997-2000:

» Used an Index, since school averages based on an index are more reliable than those
based on pass/fail judgments

* Required schools to meet one goal combined over al tests rather than requiring them
to meet agoal for each of the tests (or reporting areas). The fewer the decisions
made, the greater the consistency of the decisions

* Required schools to meet one goal for al students in the school rather than requiring
them to meet goals for several subgroups. One decision made on alarge group of
students is more reliable than severa decisions made on smaller groups. The
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weighting of points was designed to ensure that schools could not meet goal without
moving virtually all students out of performance levels below the standard.

» Averaged data over two years, since results aggregated over twice as many students
are more reliable than those of just one year

Our plan is to maintain the basic structure of the index system while incorporating the
NCLBA requirements in a manner that works with reliability and validity because
Vermont has more than 50 studentsin only 27 percent of its tested grades at the school
level.

Vermont will modify Rule 2512 to define AY P as the progress necessary to move from
baselines established in 2002 on 2001 and 2002 data to 100 percent proficiency by 2013-
2014. Rules 2520 and 2540 would be amended to describe the modifications to our use
of the Index.

We have separated the combined index into two content specific indexes
(mathematics and reading/language arts), asrequired in Principle 8.1 to ensurethat
we are making separ ate deter minations of AYP for each content area. Content
specific indexes will maintain equal weighting of basic and analytical reporting
areas (for example, in mathematics NSRE Skillsis 50 percent of theindex and
Concepts and Problem Solving are 50 per cent)

Student results on the New Standards Reference Examination in English language arts
and the VT-Developmental Reading Assessment will be aggregated into the ELA
Achievement Index and the New Standards Reference Examination in mathematics will
form the Mathematics A chievement Index.

» Vermont will establish grade span starting points that will be equal to the percentage
of students who are proficient or higher in the 20" percentile school in the state as
required by the NCLBA.

* Indexes will aggregate two years of student results in each annual decision (rolling
average) until 2005-2006 when additional assessments will provide more data.

» Pointswill be assigned consistent with the Tablein A2 and "0" pointswill be
assigned for students present in school or LEA on October 1% without a medical/crisis
exemption who do not participate in assessment.

An annua determination of student performance in relation to the applicable
content/grade span AMO will be made for all students and for all student subgroups.
Thiswill be done in amanner to ensure avalid and reliable decision for all schools and a
decision that results in the right schools receiving technical assistance.

Index compared to 100% proficient. Provide impact data or scenarios of how VT's

proposed index equates to 100% proficient from the starting points to 2013-14. Or
provide an explanation of how VT’ s unique index system allows for 100% proficiency.
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Thereareat least two waysto under stand the relationship between theindex system
and the percent proficient required by the NCLBA. Sincetherelationship isnot a
direct onethetrandation of an index number to percent proficient requiresthe
estimation of the percentage represented by theindex at a given point in time. The
first trandation of thisrelationship presented in Attachment 1isa simplelinear
transformation of the per centage proficient that is backed down proportionately
from 100 per cent proficient to each starting point in each of the groups of schools
formed by grade spans. Thisestimateis computed for each tested area (reading and
mathematics) and for thetotal state aswell as each of thegrade spans. Thereare 24
such analyses presented. The second method, presented in Attachment 2, isan
estimate based upon simulations computed with actual Vermont data that indicate
thelikelihood that the system will behave as estimated in thefirst set of smulations.
We note that the impact of misclassification of schools based on theindex valuesis
estimated to be at about 2 percent. Note: Thisdiscussion also addressesthe
potential misclassification of schoolsunder the Safe Harbor provision.

Attachment ZZ.1: PercentProficientSim.xls
Bud Meyers
May 5, 2003

Attachment ZZ.2: Relationship of Vermont Accountability I ndex to Percent Proficient
Brian Gong and Charlie DePascale, Center for Assessment
Draft revised: May 7, 2003

Vermont not only wants to ensure that no schools are wrongly identified but also that
very small schools that should be identified are not overlooked because of their small
size. In order to accomplish thiswe intend to devise a system that combines:

» Themethodology of the confidence interval approach (Making Valid
and Reliable Decisionsin Determining Adequately Yearly Progress,
CCSSO, p. 62-65) with

* An approach to safe harbor (improvement) for all student and sub-
group analysis utilizing an approach developed by North Dakota as
described in: “North Dakota’s Approach to ‘Minimum N'” by
Richard Hill, unpublished per sonal communication December 30,
2002,

* Areview of very small schools.

ConfidenceIntervals

A confidenceinterval isan estimate of how accurate a given scoreis. Every school
hasatheoretical "true" score. But sincewe only test a sample of studentsin that
school we are only estimating what the true score actually is. A confidence interval
isarange of scores, within which we are more or less certain the " true score” lies.

If we go outside that range, werisk making a mistakein classifying a school as a low
or high performing school. Thesize of a confidenceinterval is determined by the
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number of studentsin the school, and how certain we want to be that we are not
making a mistake. A school with a small number of studentswill have a large
confidenceinterval, while a school with alarge number of studentswill have a
smaller confidenceinterval.

Instead of the alpha .001 proposed at the April 17" meeting, Vermont will use .01
for each decision. All modelingreferred toin thisdocument uses .01 for each
decision.

Confidence Intervals:

*  Will be calculated (plus and minus) around the Annual Measurable Objective (AMO)
according to atable that takes into account the AMO and the number of students

* Will beinitially set at .01 to ensure alow initia risk for misidentification

»  Will bereviewed annually and can be narrowed in later years, as appropriate. Aswe
gain more experience with the system, we might accept a"narrower” or smaller
confidence interval and be certain of our determination

Decisions about AYP will be made asfollows:

Vermont will usea minimum group size equivalent to 40 for oneyear for all AYP
groups. Thisremoves any concernsabout civil rightsthat wereraised when we
proposed a different “n” sizefor studentswith disabilitiesthan for other AYP
groups. With thisgroup size and a .01 confidence interval, modeling indicates that
we will identify approximately 35 schoolsfor not making AYP in one or more of the
AYP groups. In addition, approximately 10 schoolswill be identified because of an
academic indicator.

» Schoolsand subgroups of 40 whose entire confidenceinterval isabovethe AMO
have made AYP.

» Schools and subgroups of 40 whose confidence interval includesthe AMO have
made AYP

» Schools and subgroups of 40 and whose entire confidenceinterval is below the
AMO have not made AYP unless:

* With most recent year of results, their entire confidenceinterval isabovethe
AMO or,

* They meet safe harbor requirements

* Nodeterminations of subgroup AY P will be made for subgroupswith fewer than
40 students, subgroup accountability will be reviewed as part of the Small School
Review A or B; over timethefocuson small subgroup review will replace small
school review, as mor e schools increase the number s of students assessed.

A school needs two consecutive year s of not making AYP in the same content for
any AYP Group to beidentified for school improvement.

Small School Review
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Vermont will conduct specific reviews at the all student level for schoolsthat are
below the minimum “n.” and would not otherwise bereviewed to increase the
reliability and validity of the decisions made in our Accountability System. Small
School Review A will ensurethat at the very small school level, we can identify false
positives.

All schoolswith an “n” of lessthan 30 students (over two years) in the all student
AYP group will receive a small school review, regardless of whether they meet AYP
or not on the achievement index(es). There are approximately 30 schools that will
need a small school review for mathematics and an additional 20 that will need the
review for both ELA and mathematics. Please note: Any of these 50 schools could
be added to thelist of schools not making AYP at the conclusion of thereview.

In addition, all schoolswith an average of between 15 and 39 students per year in a
consecutive two-year span, whoseindex and complete confidence band is below the
AMO, will also bereviewed to address false negatives. Thisis Small School Review
B. Modeling shows 4-5 schools will beincluded in Small School Review B and they
arelikely to be added to thelist not making AYP.

A final determination of AYP will only be made after this qualitative review of all
available student achievement resultsfor schoolsin either of these two categories.
We anticipate that 50-55 schools will participatein the small school review.

Thesereviews are necessary to ensurethat all schools, regardless of their size, are
included in avalid and reliable manner, in the accountability system at the level of
“All Students.” Subgroups, of course, are even smaller in these schools; however,
the small school review will permit a closer review of studentswith disabilities, etc.

The protocol for thesereviewswill ensurethat the processis consistently applied to
maintain the validity and reliability of the system and to ensurethat decisions about
schools are based primarily on student performance. By applying thisreview to all
small schools under 30, those that made AY P on the state assessments and those that
did not, we may identify schoolsfor technical assistance that might have been
overlooked by considering ONLY the student perfor mance data from the state
assessments.

Because the small school review is part of the deter mination of AYP, a decision
about the school must still be based primarily on information from academic
assessments. Thereview allowsthe opportunity for a small school to present more
information about whether studentsin all gradesin the school are meeting the
standardsin mathematics and/or reading/language artsthat will either confirm or
not confirm the state assessment results. Each school will have separ ate

deter minations made about whether they are making AYP in mathematicsand in
reading/language arts; because of theinclusion of the VT-DRA at Grade 2, some
schools will have different numbers of studentsin math versusreading/language
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arts. Thismeansthat some schools may only qualify for a small school review in
mathematics.

The Small School Review isnot about scoring or rescoring student work. It will
look at summative data about student achievement in relation to the standards. The
types of additional student achievement data that a school could present in a small
school review include:

* Any norm-referenced test that isreasonably (60 percent) aligned to Ver mont
Standards

* Vermont mathematics portfoliosand Vermont writing portfoliosthat have
already been scored by teacherswho have met calibration requirements

* VISMT Math Assessment at Grades 2 and 6

* Primary Observation Survey

* Degreesof Reading Power

» Kindergarten Observation Survey

* Other assessments approved through the Statewide | mprovement Grant

* Other standards based assessment tools used by thedistrict or school

» Lifeskills assessments

* Review of student |EP progress aligned to standards

Resultswill be considered for studentsasawholein the school and the performance
of subgroupswill also be carefully considered. Although in very small schooals, the
subgroupswill be even smaller, by looking across all gradesand all resultsin the
school, moreinfor mation about subgroup perfor mance will also be available to
inform the final determination of AYP for the school.

Schools igible for the small school review can be™ estimated” based on the
number s of studentstested in the most recent two years, which will allow schoolsto
collect and preparethe additional materials during the school year. These materials
will be collected in April-May. For 2003, this collection will occur later duetothe
recent negotiationswith the U.S. Department of Education.

A school improvement coor dinator will contact both the superintendent and the
principal to remind them of what student achievement results can be used, of the
documentation that must be available to submit for review and to make an
appointment for a school visit to collect the information. The school improvement
coordinator will visit the school to examine the evidence and ensurethat the
necessary information isavailable for submission. This processwill be consistently
applied to all small schoolsto ensure compar ability of treatment.

A Collection/Assurance Form for each assessment will berequired. On thisform,
the following information will be documented:

» Standardsaddressed by the assessment
» Evidence of validity and reliability existsfor the assessment
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* Did all students participate?
» Reasonswhy studentsdid not take assessment
> Weretherealternate assessments given?
* Conditionsunder which students participated in the assessment

> On demand or over time
> What accommodations wer e allowed?
> Wasthereteacher assistance?

» Who scored the assessment?

* Percentage of students meeting the standard on the assessment

» Signed assurance by both Superintendent and Principal attesting to the accuracy
of the information

At thetime of the visit, Department staff will review the collection form for
completeness and document any additional information that the principal thinksis
helpful. Theteam will collect the cover sheets and an example of any assessment
that isnot on the list of known assessments.

The small school review will be conducted when the results of the most recent year’s
assessmentsand AY P calculations are available. Thereview processwill be
scheduled in August within a 2-3 week period. After afinal review of all evidence
by a Department panel, which will include School Improvement, Accountability and
Content Area experts, arecommendation will be made to the Commissioner within
the prescribed timeperiod. Thisrecommendation will be based on whether the
additional evidenceindicatesthat students are meeting or are not meeting the
standard at the level required by the current Annual Measurable Objective (AMO)
in therelevant content area.

Safe Har bor

At the point that the decision is made that a school does not meet the AMO, the

school can still demonstrate that it has met " safe harbor." Safe harbor will be

determined asfollows:

* A school’scurrent year academic index will be used to identify their
performance index (P1).

* Their SafeHarbor target (T) will be equal to their performanceindex in the
previous year multiplied by 0.10. T2=P1*(0.10).

Asindicated earlier, smulations with Vermont data indicate that while thereisnot
a 1.1 correspondence between the index scores and percent proficient, the level of
misclassification islessthan 3 percent. We expect that schoolsand groupsthat
make safe harbor under these conditions will have advanced at least 10 percent of
their studentsto the proficiency level.
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In 2003, the safe harbor decision will look for a 10% changein theindex without the
use of a confidenceinterval. Previous modeling indicatesthat, with no confidence
interval, it islesslikely that schoolsthat do not meet the AM O can meet safe harbor.
Thismeansthat most of the 35 schoolswill remain as not making AYP.

Finally, thetwo-tiered small school review hasthe potential to identify some of the
approximately 55 schools that will need to participatein math and/or ELA as not
having made AYP.

Thismeansthat thereisaccountability for all schoolsin Vermont for the all student
AYP group, including those that are below the minimum “n.” Vermont will, with
thismethod, identify at least 20% of its schoolswithin two years.

Schools of sufficient “n” size which do not 35
make AYP on either math and/or ELA
index for one or mor e of the AYP groups

Schools of sufficient “n” size which do not 5-10
meet academic indicator for one or mor e of
the AYP groups

Schoolsthat participate in a small school 15-20
review and are determined to not meet AYP
based on thisreview

Total Number of Schools 55-65

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment D: Operations Manual for the Vermont School Accountability System
Based on Student Performance, July 2000

Attachment T: Draft Recommendations for the Design of a School Accountability
System for Vermont, November 9, 1999, Brian Gong and Rich Hill

Attachment U: Examining the Reliability of Accountability Systems, a paper presented

at the 2002 Annual Conference of the American Educational Research Association,
April 3, 2002, Rich Hill

3.2a How does the State Accountability System determine whether each student
subgroup, public school and LEA makes AY P?
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3.2b What are the State's annual measurable objectives for determining adequate
yearly progress

3.2c What are the State' s intermediate goals for determining adequate yearly progress

Vermont will modify Rule 2520 C and establish starting points on the Index by using the
school(s) with 20% of the enrollment by grade spans, rather than by a single starting
point for all schools, because schools' starting points should be established with the
assessment data that are relevant to their school. By using grade span starting points, the
performance on a 10" grade assessment will not have an impact on a school that does not
have a 10" grade. Our Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) made this recommendation as
being fair to schools.

When we modeled data, the proportion of schools below the grade span starting points
was more comparabl e across each grade span grouping than when we used asingle
starting point for all schools. In the past, we had established statewide “average” indexes
by grade span.

The same grade span starting points will be applied to subgroups to make a determination
of AY P using the methodology described in A3.

Rule 2540, which established the criteria by which schools would be identified, will be
modified to reflect the required structure of AY P (starting point, AMOs, and Intermediate
Goals).

Vermont will maintain the AMOs at the Index starting point levelsfor the 2002-
2003 and the 2003-2004 deter mination of AYP. Thisiswithin the choices available
under the statute and isfair given that we were not able to inform schools (based on
thetiming of the approval of our system) of their starting points reasonably ahead
of the administration of the 2003 assessments. The AMO will be increased in 2004-
2005, asrequired, to match the Intermediate Goal, and will then be held steady in
2005-2006 and 2006-2007 and raised in 2007-2008 to meet the I ntermediate Goal.

After theinitial required increase in three years (2004-2005), PAC recommended that
Vermont raise its Intermediate Goals every three years. Intermediate Goals will occur in
2004-2005, 2007-2008, and 2010-2011. AMOs will remain steady within Intermediate
Goals. Thefina goal of 100 percent must be met in 2013-2014. By not requiring more
frequent increases, schools will have the longest possible time initially to implement new
strategies for improving student performance. Thisis especialy critical to ensure that
strategies based on scientific research are fully implemented in order to close
achievement gaps for the lowest performing students.
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L EA starting points, AMOs and | Gs are calculated in the same manner as school
level starting points, AMOsand IGs. See Tablesthat follow.

Vermont’s Intermediate Gods
and Annual Measurable Goal: 100% Proficient
Objectives

Intermediate Goals —
2004-05; 2007-08; 2010-11
First increase
2004-2005
Starti nq Point \‘ |

0 2 0, 7 o
-5’ ? 5 )06’6)0 9\700\7 Jjée\]d’&\@

January 23, 2CDZ No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
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Table4a. School Starting Pointsand Annual Measurable Objectives (Intermediate

Goalsin Bold)
Grade | Start | 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14
Span Pt. | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO
Math 2,4 314 | 314 | 314 | 361 | 361 | 361 | 408 | 408 | 408 | 455 | 455 | 455 500
ELA 2,4 385 | 385 | 385 | 414 | 414 | 414 | 443 | 443 | 443 | 472 | 472 | 472 500
Math 8 287 | 287 | 287 | 341 | 341 | 341 [ 395 | 395 | 395 | 449 | 449 | 449 500
ELA 8 342 | 342 | 342 | 382 | 382 | 382 | 422 | 422 | 422 | 462 | 462 | 462 500
Math | 2 fé& 203 | 293 | 293 | 345 | 345 | 345 | 397 | 397 | 397 | 449 | 449 | 449 500
ELA | 2 fé& 380 | 380 | 380 | 410 | 410 | 410 | 440 | 440 | 440 | 470 | 470 | 470 500
Math | 8,10 277 | 277 | 277 | 333 | 333 | 333 | 389 | 389 | 389 | 445 | 445 | 445 500
ELA | 810 339 | 339 | 339 | 380 | 380 | 380 | 421 | 421 | 421 | 462 | 462 | 462 500
Math 10 268 | 268 | 268 | 326 | 326 | 326 | 384 | 384 | 384 | 442 | 442 | 442 500
ELA 10 345 | 345 | 345 | 384 | 384 | 384 | 423 | 423 | 423 | 462 | 462 | 462 500
Math | 2,4,8 | 306 | 306 | 306 | 355 | 355 | 355 | 404 | 404 | 404 | 453 | 453 | 453 500
ELA | 2,4,8 | 381 | 381 | 381 | 411 | 411 | 411 | 441 | 441 | 411 | 471 | 471 | 471 500
Table4b. LEA (SU/D) Starting Pointsand Annual Measur able Objectives
(Intermediate Goalsin Bold)
Grade | Start | 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14
Span | Pt. | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO | AMO
Math [ 2,4,8 | 309 | 309 | 309 | 357 | 357 | 357 | 405 | 405 | 405 | 453 | 453 | 453 | 500
ELA | 2,4,8 | 375 | 375 | 375 | 407 | 407 | 407 | 439 | 439 | 439 | 471 | 471 | 471 | 500
Math g' fb 303 | 303 | 303 | 353 | 353 | 353 | 403 | 403 | 403 | 453 | 453 | 453 | 500
ELA g' f | 373 | 373 | 373 | 405 | 405 | 405 | 437 | 437 | 437 | 469 | 469 | 469 | 500
Evidence:
Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000
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PRINCIPLE 4. State makes annual decisions about the achievement of all
public schools and LEAs

4.1 How does the State Accountability System make an annual determination of whether
each public school and LEA in the State made AY P?

Vermont proposes legislative changes from determining AY P decisions biennially to
annual by July 17" Provide evidence that this changeison track

Thefollowing isthe text of the bill:
BILL ASINTRODUCED 2003-2004 — S.185

AN ACT RELATING TO COMPLIANCE WITH THE NO CHILD LEFT
BEHIND ACT

Sec. 2. COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS; MEASURING
ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVING STATE
STANDARDS; CONSEQUENCES

16 V.S.A. 8 165 authorizes the commissioner of education to deter mine how well
schools and students are meeting state standar ds every two years and to impose
certain consequencesif schools arefailing to meet standards after specific time
periods. Notwithstanding the provisions of that section, in order to comply with the
provisions of Public Law 107-110, known asthe No Child Left Behind Act of 2001,
during school year s 2003-2004 and 2004-2005, the commissioner isauthorized to
determine whether schools are meeting state standar ds annually and the state board
of education isauthorized to impose consequences allowed in state law and required
by the Act within thetimeframerequired in the Act. It istheintent of the general
assembly to continueto study the provisions of the federal law and to seek guidance
from the federal government in order to deter mine per manent changesto Title 16
that will be necessary to comply with federal law.

Current Status. The Senate has approved thisbill. Dr. Meyers gave what we expect
was hisfinal testimony on the bill on May 8. We anticipate favorable House action
befor e the - conclusion of the 2003 session.

Vermont administers the New Standards Reference Examinations (NSRES) in
mathematics and reading/English language arts from mid-March to mid-April; the VT-
Developmental Reading Assessment is administered in May. In 2003, we anticipate that
we will receive results from Harcourt Educational Measurement for the New Standards
exam in July and we will make every effort to make AY P determinations before the
beginning of the school year.
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We acknowledge that thisis a very challenging timeline, but have limited options given
that the 2003 administration window had already been established and that a new form of
the test isbeing used thisyear. We will account for the necessity to make AYP
determinations before the beginning of the school year as we implement the NSRES in
future years and develop and implement the new assessments at Grades 3, 5, 6 and 7.

Vermont has worked diligently to ensure that assessment and accountability information
is provided to schools in the most accurate and timely manner possible. All data used to
calculate the school indexes undergo several stages of validation, for both assessment and
accountability participation, to ensure that accurate accountability decisions are made.
This process requires a minimum of two months. Vermont also has an appeals process
for schools to offer evidence to counter identification or the accuracy of anindex (or any
other data that contribute to identification),which could take another 4-6 weeks.

Vermont plans to make preliminary determinations of AY P for those schools potentialy
affected by choice, supplemental services or corrective action regquirements prior to the
more extensive validation process. Thiswill allow schools to begin communication with
parents and/or initiate corrective actions.

A recent communication from Harcourt hasindicated that we will have resultsfrom
the New Standar ds Refer ence Examinationsin mid-July. These assessment results
need to be verified and then participation results need validation before we can issue
final accountability results. We will begin the process as soon as possible after the
resultsarereceived. Wewill conclude the process within the shortest possible
timeline, reporting final accountability resultsfor all schools before or soon after the
beginning of the 2003-2004 school year .

For thisyear only, theimpact of any delay in final accountability deter minations
beyond the beginning of the school year for Titlel schools needing to inform parents
of supplemental servicesor choiceisvirtually nonexistent. The Titlel schoolswith
choice or supplemental serviceswill remain the samein 2003-2004 asin 2002-2003
with the possible addition of two new Title | schools entering school improvement
for thefirst time, with the potential for choiceonly. Thereareno Titlel schoolsat a
point wherethe 2003 AY P deter mination will add supplemental servicesto their
requirements. Sinceit takestwo years of making AY P before the schools can exit
school improvement, even if they make AYP, the currently identified Titlel schools
will continueto have the supplemental services and choice requirements, as
applicable.

Titlel schools currently in school improvement will be told they must inform
parents of supplemental services and choice, as applicable, befor e the beginning of
the 2003-2004 school year . In the case of thetwo new Title | schools, there are not
schools of compar able grade span within the LEA to which students can transfer.
These schools will berequired to inform parents about choice before the beginning
of the 2003-2004 school year, as outlined in the U.S. DOE choice guidance in
anticipation of their possible identification. Assoon aswereceive the assessment
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resultsfrom Harcourt, we will validate these two schools to ensure that they have
the earliest completeinformation for parents.

Rule 2550 will need to be changed to reflect the annual AY P determination/report as well
as the addition of preliminary determinations and the process and timeframe for making
final determinations.

PRINCIPLE 5. All public schools and LEAs are held accountable for the
achievement of individual subgroups.

5.1 How does the definition of adequate yearly progressinclude all the required student
subgroups?

5.2 How are public schools and LEAs held accountable for the progress of student
subgroups in the determination of adequate yearly progress?

5.3 How are students with disabilities included in the State’ s definition of adequate
yearly progress?

5.4 How are students with limited English proficiency included in the State’ s definition
of adequate yearly progress?

Vermont collects demographic information on al the required subgroups through its
annual demographic collection and the state's Child Count for students with special
needs. Based on our unique student identifier, we are able to match the Child Count
database to the demographic file.

We will modify the demographic collection to enable us to disaggregate graduation rate
and attendance. It isthis collection that provides the definitions and the data source for
the required subgroups for both accountability and reporting. Vermont will include
subgroup accountability using the same methodology as for the all student group. We
will add the subgroup accountability requirement to the Rulesfor the Ver mont
School Accountability System Based on Student Perfor mance.

In many cases there are not sufficient numbers of students (less than 80 over two years)
in subgroups to make reliable decisions using the AY P methodology outlined in A3.
Therefore, by continuing to weight the assignment of points to achievement levels, as
described in Table 1, schools will need to move all students, regardless of subgroup, out
of the bottom performance levelsin order to meet AMOs, Intermediate Goals and the
100% proficient goal in 2013-2014. Thiswill ensure student progress even for those
subgroups that will not have sufficient students to be held accountable at the school
building level.

In the early years of the system, Vermont will have mor e schools needing a small
school review because they average fewer than 40 students per year in any
consecutive two-year span in theall student group. However, beginning in SY 2005-
2006, the number of the schools needing a small school review will decr ease because
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of the addition of assessmentsat grades 3,5, 7and 9. The additional assessments
will, of course, also increase the numbers of studentsin subgroups and increase our
ability to makereliable decisions about subgroupsin more schools. In addition, the
department capacity that was focused on the small schoolsreviews can shift to a
focus on reviews based on small subgroups.

Rule 2530 currently states:

"The State Board shall include the results of alternate assessments in the accountability
system for eligible students with Individual Education Plans, 504 Plans, or limited
English proficiency, when such assessments are developed and when they meet accepted
technical standards. Specific details concerning the inclusion of alternate assessmentsin
the accountability system shall be described in the Accountability Operations Manual."

Students from special populations, including students with disabilities and students with
limited English proficiency, areincluded in accountability in two ways: (1)
administration of regular assessments with approved accommodations, and (2)
participation in one of three alternate assessment options.

Approved accommodations are those that do not alter the nature or difficulty level of
assessment items and tasks. For that reason, not all accommodations apply to every
statewide assessment (See Attachment X: Allowable Accommodations Grid).
Accommodation decisions are made on a case-by-case and test-by-test basis by school
instructional teams. Specific accommodations that are used must be indicated on the
cover sheet that accompanies each student’ s completed assessment. For accountability
purposes, results from accommodated assessments are treated as comparable to results
from standard administrations. During the 2002 statewide assessments, slightly less than
7 percent of students participated in the state assessments using approved
accommodations.

For students who cannot participate in regular assessments even with accommodations,
three alternate assessment options are available to meet their specific needs. Alternate
assessment options, and the students who would be eligible for each type, are described
below.

1. Modified Assessments are provided for students who are working on the same
content standards as their grade level classmates, and within the same general range
of proficiency, but who cannot participate in regular assessments because the
accommodations they would need to participate do not meet criteriafor approval (i.e.,
would change the nature or difficulty level of assessment items or tasks). Students
accessing this alternate assessment option are generally those with sensory
impairments, or students who would experience extreme emotional or educational
harm through participation in general testing. Modified assessments are based on a
portfolio of work samples or alternative testing that reflects the student’ s proficiency
levels on the same standards that are measured by the regular assessment. Modified
assessment portfolios are evaluated by expertsin the area being assessed, resulting in
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assignment of a proficiency level for the student that is included in accountability
results. For accountability purposes, results from modified assessments are treated as
comparable to results from standard or accommodated administrations of the regular
statewide assessment (See Attachment W: Alternate Assessment Options and Score
Transformation Rules). On the 2002 statewide assessments, approximately .2 percent
of students participated in assessments using the modified assessment option.

2. Adapted Assessments are provided for students who are working on the same content
standards as their grade level classmates, but who cannot be accurately assessed by
regular assessments because their exact proficiency levels are below the levels
measured by the regular assessment. Students accessing this option are typically those
with learning disabilities or mild to moderate cognitive impairments that have
resulted in significant deficits in one or more achievement areas. Use of this alternate
assessment option is applied on atest-by-test basis, that is, an eligible student might
have an adapted assessment in one achievement area, but take the regular assessment
in the other achievement areas that are assessed. Adapted assessments make use of
regular statewide assessments from lower grade levels or alternative tests that
measure standards and proficiency levels equivalent to the regular statewide
assessments. Adapted assessments are scored by trained personnel at Harcourt
Measurement, using the same rubrics that apply to regular statewide assessments.

For accountability purposes, results from adapted assessments are not treated as
comparable to results from standard or accommodated administrations of regular
statewide assessments. Instead, transformation rules are used to convert adapted
assessment results into grade level proficiency levels. (See Attachment W: Alternate
Assessment Options and Score Transformation Rules). For example, if an eighth
grade student scored at the proficient level on the fourth grade statewide test, the
score would be entered into accountability results as not proficient. Transformation
rules were originally devel oped through comparisons of the rubrics used to score the
statewide assessment. In addition, a validation study of transformation rules will be
conducted attendant to the 2003 statewide assessment. This study has been designed
to confirm score transformations through double scoring of adapted assessments
using both test level and grade level rubrics. The magjor purpose for this option isto
avoid subjecting students to assessments that have few or no questions they can
answer. Instead, they participate in assessments that are more appropriate to their
academic devel opment, provide a more detailed achievement profile than would be
possible on the regular grade level assessment, and through transformation rules,
contribute accurate results to accountability. During the 2002 statewide assessments,
approximately two percent of students participated in assessments using the adapted
assessment option.

3. Lifeskills Portfolios are provided for students who are working on standards that
paralel the content standards that apply to their grade level classmates, but that are
not measured by the regular statewide assessment (e.g., augmentative communication
instead of written communication). Students accessing this option are typically those
with significant cognitive deficits or multiple disabilities. Concurrent to regular
statewide assessment, lifeskills portfolios are assembled in two of five focus areas.
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(1) communication, (2) selected academics, (3) personal development and
socialization, (4) home/school/community, and (5) vocational/leisure. Focus areas are
selected in order to reflect current priorities in the student’ s individualized learning
plan. Portfolios include documentation of effective program components, and
individualized assessment results reflecting progress over one school year on atotal
of six learning outcomes, three in each focus area. The specific learning outcomes
assessed in each student’ s lifeskills portfolio are selected from a devel opmental
hierarchy of standards-referenced learning outcomes to reflect the efficacy of the
student’ s current instructional program.

Lifeskills Portfolios are evaluated by exemplary educators selected to represent each
region of the state, aswell asavariety of professional roles and grade level
responsibilities. After training and practice, scorers use a set of analytic rubrics and
standardized scoring procedures (see attached) in order to determine an overall rating
for astudent’s portfolio. Portfolios are evaluated in three areas: (1) evidence that
individualized goals and objectives are referenced to Vermont Standards, (2)
evidence that progress toward meeting those standards is assessed using appropriate
measurement strategies, (3) evidence that the student’ s program has resulted in
measurable achievement. At least 20 percent of portfolios are double scored to
establish reliability. In cases when scorers disagree, a third scoring occurs and the
three scorers meet to negotiate afinal rating. Prior to each scoring session, scorers
complete calibration exercises. Scorers who fail to meet pre-established criteria
participate in focused training and must re-calibrate before they can resume official
scoring responsibilities.

For accountability purposes, the overal rating for each Lifeskills Portfolio is
converted into an accountability index rating using a set of transformation rules (See
Attachment W: Alternate Assessment Options and Score Transformation Rules). For
example, alifeskills portfolio that israted as “ Meeting Program Expectations” would
produce an accountability rating equivalent to the proficient level on the regular
assessment. During the 2002 statewide assessments, approximately .9 percent of
students participated in assessments using the lifeskills portfolio option.

In order to ensure that alternate assessment options are being offered to appropriate
students, and to prevent potential abuses, schools must provide documentation and obtain
prior approval from the Department before a student is considered eligible for an
alternate assessment (See Attachment AA: Documentation of Eligibility for Alternate
Assessment form). At the time alternate assessments are scored, the Department’s
eligibility decisions are audited by scorers and disagreements are resolved through
requests to the school for additional information. In 2002, the audit confirmed accuracy
for 99 percent of eligibility decisions.

Any student who does not participate in assessment, including accommodated
administrations of regular assessments and alternate assessments, without an approved
medical or student/family crisis exemption, is assigned the point value (0) for
accountability, indicating the lowest performance level “Little or No Evidence of
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Achieving the Standard.” The Department identifies instances of non-participation by
crosschecking enrollment data against the list of students producing a valid assessment.
This datais then crosschecked against the Department’ s database of students approved
for aternate assessments to identify any students who should have produced
accountability results but did not.

Only those students participating in Lifeskills (.7-.9%) areincluded in
accountability in relation to alternate standards. Those students participating in
out-of-level or modified assessmentsareincluded in relation to on-level standards.

Vermont’s system of participation options and alternate assessments was developed in
response to extensive constituent input and field study (see policy study, attached). The
three alternate assessment options were designed specifically to address major obstacles
to full participation identified by teachers and administrators. Subsequent field-testing
resulted in a high level of confidence and satisfaction with the array of assessments and
procedures that comprise the current system. As afinal analysis prior to full
implementation, the Department has undertaken a two-year external validation study.

Y ear-one results (see Attachment DD: Assessment Participation Pilot Study and
Comments) confirmed that: (1) alternate assessment procedures are being implemented
with fidelity, (2) the correct students are participating in aternate assessments, with no
discernible abuses, (3) the number of students who are not being assessed is negligible,
and (4) scoring procedures are reliable and will likely improve with repeated
administrations.

Score transformations for modified assessments and adapted assessments are based on
grade level standards and proficiency expectations. Score transformations for lifeskills
portfolios reflect measurable achievement on individualized goals and standards. As
result, all accountability results for students with disabilities have the capacity to
represent adequate yearly progress with respect to the specific curriculum, instruction and
supports that comprise the student’ s regular and special education programs.

NSRE English Language Artsfor English Language L earners

English Language Arts (ELA), grades 4, 8 and 10 — English language learners (ELLS)
who have attended U.S. schools for less than three full academic year s can take either
the regular New Standards Reference Exam (NSRE) ELA, the regular New Standards
Reference Exam (NSRE) ELA with accommodations (e.g., extratime, having it read
orally to them), or take the ELA Alternate Assessment. This year, the ELA Alternate
Assessment isthe Idea Proficiency Test (IPT). Though the IPT was designed to measure
an ELL’ s English language proficiency (ELP) and not be an ELA Alternate Assessment,
it isthe best option available to us at thistime. 1PT scoreswill be translated into ELA
equivalent scores. These studentswill not be consider ed participantsin assessment
for 2003. Department staff iscurrently working to identify an appropriate test for
the 2004 EL A Alternate Assessment.

ELLswho have attended U.S. schools mor e than three full academic years may only
take the regular New Standards Reference Exam (NSRE) ELA or the regular New
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Standards Reference Exam (NSRE) ELA with accommodations (e.g., extratime, having
it read orally to them). However, ELLswho have attended U.S. schools for mor e than
threefull academic years, but lessthan five full academic years may be alowed to
take the ELA Alternate Assessment on a case-by-case basis, utilizing the ELL
Documentation of Eligibility for Alternate Assessment procedures.

NSRE Mathematicsfor English Language Learners

Mathematics, grades 4, 8, and 10 - English language learners (ELLS) who have attended
U.S. schoolsfor less than three full academic year s can take either the regular New
Standards Reference Exam (NSRE) Mathematics, the regular New Standards Reference
Exam (NSRE) Mathematics with accommodations (e.g., extratime, having it read orally
to them), or pilot the NSRE Modified Mathematics exam. Based on scientific research,
the NSRE Modified Mathematics exams will assess the exact same mathematics content
astheir NSRE Mathematics counterparts (in grades 4, 8, and 10), but will comprise items
with less non-mathematical language complexity and more familiar problem contexts.
Further, it will possess an item-by-item visual dictionary of non-mathematical
vocabulary. Thisdictionary will further reduce the likelihood that non-mathematical
language will interfere with assessing mathematics an ELL’ s skills, content, and
problem-solving abilities.

ELLswho have attended U.S. schools for mor e than three full academic years may
only take the regular New Standards Reference Exam (NSRE) Mathematics or the regular
New Standards Reference Exam (NSRE) Mathematics with accommodations (e.g., extra
time, having it read orally to them). However, ELLswho have attended U.S. schools for
mor e than three full academic years, but lessthan five full academic years may be
allowed to pilot the NSRE Modified Mathematics exam on a case-by-case basis utilizing
the ELL Documentation of Eligibility for Alternate Assessment procedures.

Documentation
Schools are to fill out an ELL Documentation of Eligibility form for each ELL who wants

to participate in an alternate or modified assessment and send it to the State Department
of Education.

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA)
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), grade 2 - English language learners (ELLS)
can take either the regular DRA or the DRA with accommodations (e.g., extratime,

having it read orally to them). At thistime there does not exist a DRA Alternate
Assessment.

VT PASS (Science assessment)

VT PASS (Science assessment, grades 5, 9 and 11 - English language learners (ELLS)
can take either the regular VT PASS or the VT PASS with accommodations (e.g., extra
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time, having it read orally to them). At thistime there does not exist aVT PASS
Alternate Assessment.

Beyond 2003

The development and piloting of the NSRE Modified Mathematics assessment is the first
step toward meeting the NCLBA goal of equitably including all ELLsin statewide
mathematics assessments. By 2006 — 2007, there will be an ELL assessment system in
place to fully include ELLs in statewide M athematics and English Language Arts
assessments. By 2007 — 2008, that system will include the statewide science assessments
aswell. Thisdevelopment will take place as aresult of long-term, regular collaboration
between Titles | and |11 team members within Vermont.

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment S: October 1, Student Census and Demographic Update
Attachment W: Alternate Assessment Options and Score Transformation Rules
Attachment X: Allowable Accommodations Grid

Attachment Y: Step-by-Step Procedures for Scoring Lifeskills Portfolios
Attachment Z: Lifeskills Rubrics

Attachment AA: Documentation of Eligibility for Alternate Assessment

Attachment BB: Policy Analysis: Full Participation for All Studentsin State and
Districtwide Accountability Assessments, January 1999, Michael Hock

Attachment CC: Cost and Benefit Analysis of Six Lifeskills Portfolio | mplementation
Models,
Spring 1999, Michael Hock and Susan Cano

Attachment DD: Assessment Participation Pilot Study Results and Comments

Attachment EE: Proposed Assessment Participation procedures and Options. Spring
1999 Pilot Study

Attachment FF: English Language Learner (ELL) Documentation of Eligibility

(School Year
2002-2003)
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Attachment GG: 2002-2003 NCLBA English Language Learner (ELL) Assessment
Requirements

5.5 What is the State's definition of the minimum number of studentsin a subgroup
required for reporting purposes? For accountability purposes?

5.6 How does the State Accountability System protect the privacy of students when
reporting results and when determining AY P?

Vermont will add arule to address minimum number of students for reporting. We will
set more than 10 as the threshold for public reporting purposes and will apply this
consistently across all of our reporting.

For accountability, our “n” isan average of 40 per year for any consecutive 2 year
gpan and the" confidence interval" approach for determining AYP, as described in
Section A3, however, as discussed above, we will use Small School Review A for
schools whose total assessed population isbelow 30 in two year s of student
achievement resultsregardless of whether their stateresultsindicate that they have
met AYP. Small School Review B will evaluate schools between 30 and 79 whose
stateresultsindicate that they have not made AYP.

The minimum number of studentsrequired for reporting student resultsin a group
to protect the confidentiality of studentsisset by the state at morethan 10, unless all
students have the identical classification in which case resultswill bereported in a
manner that protectsthe confidentiality of the individual students. For example, for
purposes of public reporting, one student can be assigned to another achievement
level sothat it would any individual student’s performance would not be definitively
known but that theresultswould still indicate close to 100% of the studentsin the
achievement performance level.

The use of confidence intervalsto ensure the reliability of the identification system is
particularly appropriate for Vermont because the state has alarge number of small
schools. Small schools are at greater risk for misidentification than large schools.
Secondly, as the data are accumulated over a period of years with the addition of the
required grade levelsin 2005, the confidence intervals will be reduced. Schools that are
determined to make AY P because of the small number of studentsin 2003-2005 will
have an increasingly likelihood for a determination of not making AY P when more
students are assessed and confidence intervals shrink, if they do not meet the annual
measurable objectives. For example, in 2003 27 percent of the state’ s schools will
present test data for fewer than 50 students. This proportion declines by about 20 percent
per year beginning in 2005.

Thirdly, Vermonters are used to viewing school performance with respect to confidence
intervals. The Department Graphing Web Site presents school totals of percentage
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proficient for each school and the state with contrasting confidence intervals. (see
http://data.ed.state.vt.us/apg/index.html) (see also: Making Valid and Reliable
Decisions in Determining Adequate Yearly Progress, CCSSO, December, 2002)

PRINCIPLE 6. State definition of AYP is based primarily on the State’s
academic assessments.

6.1 How isthe State’s definition of adequate yearly progress based primarily on
academic assessments?

The School Accountability System Based on Student Performance is currently based on
the New Standards Reference Examination in mathematics and English Language Arts
and the Vermont Developmental Reading Assessment. The other indicatorsincluded in
our plan for AY P are those required by NCLBA: graduation rate and one indicator each
for elementary and middle schools.

The protocol for the Small School Reviews, which will be used only when we cannot
make areliable decision solely on the available results from the state assessments and
indicators, will focus on other available school and classroom assessments that are valid
and reliable to ensure that decisions are still made on student performance for these very
small schools.

Schools reviewed by the Small School Review are those whose cell sizes are so small
(even with the aggregation of multiple years of data) that absent the Small Schools
Review, no determination of AY P could be validly and reliably made solely on the state
student assessment results.

Evidence:

Attachment A: V.S.A. 16 8165 (b) and (c)

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment I 1: Vermont Comprehensive Assessment System, November 1996
Attachment PP: Vermont Comprehensive Assessment System, Draft Revisions
PRINCIPLE 7. State definition of AYP includes graduation ratesfor public High
schools and an additional indicator selected by the State for public Middle and

public Elementary schools (such as attendancerates).

7.1 What is the State definition for the public high school graduation rate?
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7.2 What isthe State’ s additional academic indicator for public elementary schools for
the definition of AYP? For public middle schools for the definition of AY P?

7.3 Arethe State' s academic indicators valid and reliable?

Rule 2518 provides for the addition of academic indicators to Vermont's Accountability
System when they are ready. For all schoolswith Grades 9-12, Vermont will use the
percentage of students who receive a diplomawithin five years of enrollment in Grade 9.

Five-Year Graduation Rate

In April 1999, the Vermont State Board of Education charged the Commissioner
with establishing a high school task forceto examinethe current state of Vermont's
high schools and make recommendations for improvement with vigor,
professionalism and forward thinking.

In August 2002, the State Board accepted thereport of the task force, " High Schools
on the Move: Renewing Vermont's Commitment to Quality Secondary Education.”
Thisreport presentsand explains 12 key principlesfor high school renewal. Several
of these, multiple pathways, flexible structures and real-life experiences, for
example, acknowledge that individual studentsneed opportunitiesto pursue
individualized lear ning beyond the walls and thetypical timetable of a traditional
high schoal.

For some students, the learning they pursue may takethem on a " sabbatical,” a
period of time away from even the mor e individually-tailored lear ning that can be
created within our schools. And other students may need to focus on cor e issues not
directly related to academic lear ning, such asindependent living or physical or
emotional health. These are studentswho return to school and graduate, but may
need an additional semester or year and should not be labeled prematurely as

" dropouts.”

A definition of graduation rate which allows these students to make necessary and
appropriate choices and their schoolsto support those choices, knowing that thereis
the extratimefor them to graduate, isan important tool necessary to ensurethat
Vermont's high school renewal effort is, indeed, forward thinking.

The Vermont Department of Education supportsthetask force'sview that we
cannot make substantive changesin theimprovement of high school learning if we
hold sacrosanct any of the structures and practicesthat currently define the high
school experience. If current practicesdon't reflect the practical vision of " High
Schoolson the Move," the State Board and Department support advocacy for
change.
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In that spirit, the members of the State Board of Education believe that a four-year
graduation rate no longer meets our needs. A five-year definition of graduation rate
isaligned with the principles of high school renewal and should be used for
reporting and accountability.

On April 15, 2003, the Vermont State Board of Education formally approved a five-
year definition of graduation for the purposes of school accountability.

However, this cannot be calculated and reported accurately until 2005. In the
meantime, we will use the four-year calculation for theall student AYP group. We
will use the 10" grade New Standar ds Refer ence Exam: Basic Reading indicator for
subgroup disaggregation until 2005 when we can disaggr egate the graduation rate.
We will defer our request for afive-year rate until 2005 when we will have the
impact data to submit with therequest to moveto that rate.

M odification of Data Collection Necessary for Graduation Rate

Indicator

For 2003, the graduation rate will be estimated with no disaggregation for the required
subgroups (low SES, disabilities, LEP, and mgjor racial/ethnic). However, if a school
wishes to use safe harbor for a subgroup, the school will need to provide subgroup
graduation rates.

Beginning with a modification to our Annua Student Data Collection in Fall 2003, our
plan would result in avalid and reliable indicator for afive-year graduation rate with
required disaggregations in 2005.

The steps we must take in order to meet this goal include:

Fall 2003: Begin collection of additional data elements that will transform the October 1

Annual Student Census Collection to an "operational™ collection that will provide the

capacity to calculate the Graduation Rate and Retention Rate as well as serve asthe basis

for "snapshots’ of other specific data sets. We will collect for al studentsin all Vermont

public schools:

¢ October collection of beginning and ending dates for each student's most recent
period of continuous enrollment in the school

¢ October collection of beginning and ending grade enrollment dates

¢ June 30 update of October 1 submission collection and addition of any students who
have entered or |eft the school since October 1

¢ All graduates would have an end enrollment date and reason of "Graduated"

October 2004 collection would update these data after October 1

¢ Theupdate burden istransferred from fall to spring as the June update will account
for grade promotion and graduation changes (the bulk of the effort)

¢ 2004 would be a pilot year for running the data. We would only be able to get afour-
year graduation rate, but for 2005, we would be able to determine the five-year
graduation rate and use for an accountability determination.

<
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Criteria and Decisions Based on Graduation Rate

Graduation rate will be the academic indicator for al schools that include grades 9-12
and will be based on the aggregation of two years of data. No confidence interval will
be used with graduation rate. For 2003, the criterion for a school meeting the
graduation rate indicator is arate of 75 percent. The decisionswill be as follows:

Deter minations of Graduation rate will be made for all those AYP Groupsthat meet
the achievement index n size of an average of 40 students per year for any
consecutive two-year span.

Graduation ratewill bereviewed, however, as part of either Small School Review.
Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment S: October 1, Student Census and Demographic Update, September 2002
Attachment JJ: Press Release for 2002 Assessment Results

To meet theneed for an indicator that can be disaggregated, we proposeto usethe
VT-Developmental Reading Assessment for all studentswith Grade 2 but not
Grades 9-12 and the Reading: Basic Under standing reporting ar ea of the New
Standar ds Reference Exam (Grade 8) for all schoolswithout Grades 9-12 or Grade
2.

Both indicator s will aggregate two years of student resultsand will be ableto be
disaggregated by all subgroups, asnecessary. Criteriafor not making AYP would
be having 15 percent or more of studentsin Below the Standard and Littleor No
Evidence. Two yearsof resultswill be combined and a confidenceinterval of .01
will be used.

Because we can’t disaggr egate the Graduation Rate until 2005, we will usethe
Grade 10 NSRE: Reading: Basic Understanding for all subgroupsat high school.
Criteriafor not making AY P would be having 15 percent or more of studentsin
Below the Standard and Littleor No Evidence. Two years of resultswill be
combined and a confidenceinterval of .01 will be used.

PRINCIPLE 8. AYP is based on reading/language arts and mathematics
achievement objectives.

8.1 Does the state measure achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics
separately for determining AY P?
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We have separated the combined index into two content specific indexes
(mathematics and reading/language arts), asrequired in Principle 8.1 to ensurethat
we are making separ ate deter minations of AYP for each content area. Content
specific indexes will maintain equal weighting of basic and analytical reporting
areas (for example, in mathematics NSRE Skillsis 50 percent of theindex and
Concepts and Problem Solving are 50 per cent

PRINCIPLE 9. State Accountability System is statistically valid and reliable.

9.1 How do AY P determinations meet the State’ s standard for acceptable reliability?

To ensure that our Accountability System was as reliable as possible, Vermont made the
following choices when devel oping the system:

» Useof Indexes, since school averages based on an index are more reliable than those
based on pass/fail judgments

* Require schools to meet one goal combined over all tests rather than requiring them
to meet a goal for each of the tests (or reporting areas). The fewer the decisions
made, the greater the consistency of the decisions

* Require schoolsto meet one goal for all students in the school rather than requiring
them to meet goals for several subgroups. One decision made on alarge group of
students is more reliable than severa decisions made on smaller groups. The
weighting of points was to ensure that schools could not meet goal without moving
virtually all students out of performance levels below the standard.

» Average dataover two years, since results aggregated over twice as many students are
more reliable than those of just one year

Proposed M odificationsinclude Confidence Intervals:

* Will becalculated (plusand minus) around the Annual M easurable
Objective (AMO) according to a table that takes into account the AMO
and the number of students

* Will beinitially set at .01 to ensure alow initial risk for misidentification

* Will bereviewed annually and can be narrowed in later years, as
appropriate. Aswe gain more experiencewith the system, we might
accept a" narrower" or smaller confidence interval and be certain of our
determination

The minimum number of studentsrequired for reporting student resultsin a group
to protect the confidentiality of studentsisset by the state at morethan 10, unless all
students have the identical classification in which case no resultswill bereported for
the group that would identify all students.

In making deter minations of AYP although we are using a confidence interval
approach for reliability, we are combining thiswith aminimum " n" of an average
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of 40 students per year in any consecutive two-year span in the all student group. At
the all school level, any school with fewer than 30 studentsin two-year rolling

aver age under goes a small school review, regardless of the decision based on the
state assessment data. Any school between 31 and 79 that does not make AY P
according to thedecision rulesin 3.2 will also undergo a Small School Review. At
thistime, we do not have the capacity to have small subgroup reviews but do intend
to add that featureto our system when we have added mor e studentsto the
accountability system in 2005-2006 and will not need to do as many small school
reviews.

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

9.2 What isthe State's process for making valid AY P determinations?

Vermont's methodol ogy for making decisions about very small schools supports valid
decisions and avoids unnecessary and time-consuming appeals. See Principle 3.2. Rules
2526 and 2545 address appeal s processes and will be amended to reflect changes to the
system, including the requirement for LEA accountability.

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on
Student Performance September 2000

Attachment NN: Review of Rules aligned to NCLBA Principles

Attachment OO: Initial Revision of Vermont's Rules for School Accountability
System Based on Student Performance

9.3 How has the State planned for incorporating into its definition of AY P anticipated
changes in assessments?

Vermont Rule 2580 requires an independent external audit of the Accountability System.
Thiswill be modified to reflect new timelines for audit because of the revision of the
system required by NCLBA.

Rule 2514.2 addresses changes to the state assessments. Vermont has dealt with new
school configurations, etc. and will include guidance in the Operations Manual.

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000
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Attachment D: Operations Manual for the Vermont School Accountability System
Based on Student Performance, July 2000

PRINCIPLE 10. In order for a public school or LEA to make AYP, the State
ensures that it assessed at least 95% of the students enrolled in each
subgroup.

10.1 What is the State's method for cal culating participation rates in the State
assessments for use in AY P determinations?

10.2 What is the State's policy for determining when the 95% assessed requirement
should be applied?

Vermont has policies and procedures to ensure that all students are accounted for in state
assessments. These policies and procedures will support the determination of
participation rates in assessment for accountability determinations. These include the
collection of participation information on test booklets, validation of thisinformation
through the participation validation process, and the demographic collection process
combined with the child count process for determining student classification in
subgroups.

Vermont will establish by rule apolicy that setsthe"n" for reporting at more than 10
students.

Students without a medical or family/student crisis exemption who don't take the
assessment and arein the school on October 1 get both a zero in the accountability
index for not participating in assessment and are consider ed non-participants for
calculating participation in groups of sufficient " n" sizeto beincluded in AYP.

Studentswho don't take the test because of medical or crisis exemptionswill be
considered non-participantsfor calculating the 95% assessed.

Evidence:

Attachment B: Rulesfor Vermont's School Accountability System Based on Student
Performance, September 2000

Attachment D: Operations Manual for the Vermont School Accountability System
Based on Student Performance, July 2000

Attachment S: October 1, Student Census and Demographic Update

Attachment M: Assessment Participation Verification Report (Sample)
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Special Attachment ZZ1: Simulation (see attached filefor complete set of graphs):

Grade | Percent
Span ProfS | Start Pt. [ 03AMO| 04AMO| 05AMO [ 06 AMO | 07AMO | 08 AMO [ 09AMO | I0AMO | 11 AMO | 12AMO | 13AMO [ 14AMO
Math 2,4 0.628 314 314 351 351 351 388 388 388 425 425 425 462 500
ELA 2,4 0.728 364 364 391 391 391 418 418 418 445 445 445 472 500
Math 8 0.592 296 296 337 337 337 378 378 378 419 419 419 460 500
ELA 8 0.684 342 342 374 374 374 406 406 406 438 438 438 470 500
Math [2,4,810] 059 295 295 336 336 336 377 377 377 418 418 418 459 500
ELA [2,4,8,10] 0.734 367 367 394 394 394 421 421 421 448 448 448 475 500
Math 8, 10 0.54 270 270 316 316 316 362 362 362 408 408 408 454 500
ELA 8, 10 0.662 331 331 365 365 365 399 399 399 433 433 433 467 500
Math 10 0.556 278 278 323 323 323 368 368 368 413 413 413 458 500
ELA 10 0.69 345 345 376 376 376 407 407 407 438 438 438 469 500
Math 2,4,8 0.622 311 311 349 349 349 387 387 387 425 425 425 463 500
ELA 2,4,8 0.728 364 364 391 391 391 418 418 418 445 445 445 472 500
Math All | 4,8, 10 0.35 175 175 240 240 240 305 305 305 370 370 370 435 500
ELAAIl| 4,8,10 0.6 300 300 340 340 340 380 380 380 420 420 420 460 500
Grade | Percent
Span ProfS | Start Pt. | 03AMO | 04AMO| 05AMO | 06 AMO| 07AMO| 0BAMO| 09AMO | I0AMO | 11AMO | 12AMO | 13AMO | 14AMO
Math 2,4 0.628| 0.628 0.628 0.702 0.702 0.702 0.776 0.776 0.776 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.924 1
ELA 2,4 0.728 0.728 0.728 0.782 0.782 0.782 0.836 0.836 0.836 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.944 1
Math 8 0.592 0.592 0.592 0.674 0.674 0.674 0.756 0.756 0.756 0.838 0.838 0.838 0.92 1
ELA 8 0.684 0.684 0.684 0.748 0.748 0.748 0.812 0.812 0.812 0.876 0.876 0.876 0.94 1
Math |2, 4,8, 10 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.672 0.672 0.672 0.754 0.754 0.754 0.836 0.836 0.836 0.918 1
ELA |2,4,8,10 0.734 0.734 0.734 0.788 0.788 0.788 0.842 0.842 0.842 0.896 0.896 0.896 0.95 1
Math 8, 10 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.632 0.632 0.632 0.724 0.724 0.724 0.816 0.816 0.816 0.908 1
ELA 8, 10 0.662 0.662 0.662 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.798 0.798 0.798 0.866 0.866 0.866 0.934 1
Math 10 0.556 0.556 0.556 0.646 0.646 0.646 0.736 0.736 0.736 0.826 0.826 0.826 0.916 1
ELA 10 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.752 0.752 0.752 0.814 0.814 0.814 0.876 0.876 0.876 0.938 1
Math 2,4,8 0.622 0.622 0.622 0.698 0.698 0.698 0.774 0.774 0.774 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.926 1
ELA 2,4,8 0.728 0.728 0.728 0.782 0.782 0.782 0.836 0.836 0.836 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.944 1
Math All| 4,8, 10 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.48 0.48 0.48 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.87 1
ELA All | 4,8,10 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.92 1
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Special Attachment ZZ.2: Relationship of Vermont Accountability Index to Per cent
Proficient.

Relationship of Vermont Accountability Index to Percent Proficient
Brian Gong and Charlie DePascale, Center for Assessment
Draft revised: May 5, 2003

Background

Vermont has implemented a school accountability system since 2000. It is based upon an
index, where schools receive credit for increasing proportions of students at higher
performance levels. There are several advantages to index systems, including being more
reliable than pass/fail systems, more sensitive to movement between lower achievement
levels, and related to the familiar performance standard labels.

In proposing a modified system that will be compliant with the requirements of the
federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCBLA), the question was raised about the
relationship between performance on the Vermont index system and the NCBLA
“percent proficient” metric. In particular, the question was whether a school that made
the proposed 10% increase in index score could be viewed as making significant and
substantial progress, especially in terms of percent proficient.

Relationship of Vermont Accountability Index to Percent Proficient

Using a combination of simulations (Table 2) and analyses of actual Vermont assessment
data (Table 1), the following conclusions were made:

1. Itisnot possible for alow-scoring school to make the 10% increase in index
scores over a sustained period of time without increasing the percentage of
students at the proficient level (Achieved the Standard).

2. Itisconceptually possible for a school to make the 10% increase in index scores
by moving all students from the lowest categories into the category just bel ow
proficient for five or six years. Thiswould show no increase in the percent
proficient, but would represent substantial increases in student performance. For
example, in the low-scoring school with 220 students, al 66 studentsin the
bottom two categories would need to be moved up within one year, and the
category just below proficient would need to increase by about 30 students per
year. If one posited that this school had about 50% Title | and specia education
students, then all 100 of them would need to move at |east one achievement level
in the first two years—even though no would become proficient (in the worst case
scenario).

3. Empirically fewer than 3% of Vermont schools increased 10% of their index and
did not increase the percentage of students scoring proficient on the Vermont
assessment. Thisindicates that while it ispossible, it occurred rarely in the 2001-
02 data examined.
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4. Note that because Vermont does not provide compensatory index points for
student scoring above proficient, once a school has all students in the category
below proficient, any increase in the index must be coupled with an increase in
percent proficient. The simulations illustrate this point.

Table 1: Schools that would meet “safe harbor” but not increase percentage of students
scoring proficient on some aspect of ELA or math assessments.

School Size Number of Schools

(Number of that met Safe Harbor

students but did not increase Total Number of

assessed) % Proficient Schools Percent of Total

1-9 1 31 3%

10-29 3 77 4%

30-49 0 63 0%

50-99 1 58 2%

100+ 0 77 0%
Total 5 306 2%

Note: % Proficient calculated by NSRE reporting area. Results for schools with data for both 2001

and 2002.

Notes

Table 1 reflects actual results for Vermont schools, using assessment data from 2001 and 2002,
and the index as proposed for NCBLA.

Table 2 reflects simulation results in a“worst case scenario.” It was assumed that all increasesin
student performance happen at the lowest levels. (Thiswas not true for 98% of the schools, as
shown by Table 1; only 2% of the schools had an increase of 10% in the index without some
increase in percent proficient.) Table 2 shows that for arange of school sizes and starting
distributions, the index changes associated with meeting a“ safe harbor” increase of 10% in the
index is always associated with an increase in percent proficient over time, usually beginning in
Year 5 or 6in these “worst case scenarios.” Because Vermont’sindex system has arelatively
lower weight on its bottom two levels, it requires arelatively faster movement of studentsinto the
categories approaching proficient.

The four casesin Table 2 represent: a) an actual school, a moderate distance below the AMO; b)
actual school, far from the AMO; ¢) composite school similar to school A, but with fewer
students (like many VT schools); and d) composite school closeto the AMO.

Legend for Table 2:

N —total number of students assessed in the school

Zero, Little, Below, Nearly, Achieved, Honors — Names of VT’ s achievement levels

0, 50, 100, 300, 500, 500 — Index points associated with each achievement level

Index — Index score generated from the numbers of students shown at each achievement level

SH Goal — Required index score to meet “ safe harbor,” calculated as 10% increase from previous
year'sindex

% Prof. — Percent proficient and above (Achieved plus Honors) in that year
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%Prof-SH — Percent proficient that would have been required under NCLBA safe harbor

Goal — Long-term goal of system in accountability index points (all students proficient or above)
Diff. — Difference between long-term goal and current index score

10% - 10% of difference, equal to “safe harbor” for index system
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Table 2: Simulations of “Worst Case” Scenarios for Increasing Percent Proficient.

N | Zero | Little | Below | Nearly | Achieved| Honors |
MATH 0 50 100 300 500 500 Index SH Goal| % Prof. %Prof-SH  Goal Diff 10%
Base 88 3 9 19 25 31 1 293.8 36% 36 500 206.3 20.6
Yrl 88 0 0 25 31 31 1 3159 3144 36% 42 500 184.1 18.4
Yr2 88 0 0 16 40 31 1 336.4 334.3 36% 48 500 163.6 16.4
Yr3 88 0 0 8 48 31 1 354.5 352.7 36% 53 500 145.5 14.5
Yrd 88 0 0 1 55 31 1 3705 369.1 36% 58 500 129.5 13.0
Yr5 88 0 0 0 50 37 1 386.4 3834 43% 62 500 113.6 11.4
Yr6 88 0 0 0 45 42 1 397.7 397.7 49% 66 500 102.3 10.2
Yr7 88 0 0 0 40 47 1 409.1  408.0 55% 69 500 90.9 9.1
Yr8 88 0 0 0 36 51 1 418.2 418.2 59% 72 500 81.8 8.2
Yr9 88 0 0 0 32 55 1 4273 426.4 64% 75 500 72.7 7.3
Yrli0 88 0 0 0 28 59 1 436.4 4345 68% 78 500 63.6 6.4
Yril 88 0 0 0 25 62 1 4432 4427 72% 80 500 56.8 5.7
Yri2 88 0 0 0 22 65 1 450.0 448.9 75% 82 500 50.0 5.0
MATH 0 50 100 300 500 500 Index SH Goal| % Prof. %Prof-SH  Goal Diff 10%
Base 220 5 61 68 45 35 6 199.3 19% 19 500 300.7 30.1
Yrl 220 0 0 118 61 35 6 230.0 2294 19% 27 500 270.0 27.0
Yr2 220 0 0 88 91 35 6 257.3 257.0 19% 34 500 242.7 24.3
Yr3 220 0 0 61 118 35 6 281.8 2815 19% 41 500 218.2 21.8
Yrd 220 0 0 40 139 35 6 300.9 303.6 19% 47 500 199.1 19.9
Yr5 220 0 0 18 161 35 6 3209 320.8 19% 52 500 179.1 17.9
Yr6 220 0 0 0 177 37 6 339.1 338.8 20% 57 500 160.9 16.1
Yr7 220 0 0 0 158 56 6 356.4 355.2 28% 61 500 143.6 14.4
Yr8 220 0 0 0 142 72 6 3709 370.7 35% 65 500 129.1 12.9
Yr9 220 0 0 0 127 87 6 3845 383.8 42% 69 500 115.5 115
Yri0 220 0 0 0 113 101 6 397.3 396.1 49% 72 500 102.7 10.3
Yril 220 0 0 0 101 113 6 408.2 4075 54% 75 500 91.8 9.2
Yrl2 220 0 0 0 90 124 6 418.2 417.4 59% 77 500 81.8 8.2
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MATH 0 50 100 300 500 500 Index SH Goal| % Prof. %Prof-SH  Goal Diff 10%
Base 22 1 2 6 6 6 1 272.7 32% 36 500 227.3 22.7
Yrl 22 0 0 7 8 6 1 300.0 295.5 32% 42 500 200.0 20.0
Yr2 20 0 0 4 9 6 1 330.0 320.0 35% 48 500 170.0 17.0
Yr3 21 0 0 2 12 6 1 347.6 347.0 33% 53 500 152.4 15.2
Yrd 21 0 0 0 14 6 1 366.7 362.9 33% 58 500 133.3 13.3
Yr5 22 0 0 0 12 9 1 390.9 380.0 45% 62 500 109.1 10.9
Yr6 22 0 0 0 10 11 1 409.1 401.8 55% 66 500 90.9 9.1
Yr7 22 0 0 0 9 12 1 418.2 418.2 59% 69 500 81.8 8.2
Yr8 22 0 0 0 8 13 1 427.3 426.4 64% 72 500 72.7 7.3
Yr9 22 0 0 0 7 14 1 436.4 4345 68% 75 500 63.6 6.4
Yr10 22 0 0 0 6 15 1 4455 442.7 73% 78 500 54.5 55
Yrlil 22 0 0 0 5 16 1 4545 450.9 7% 80 500 45.5 4.5
Yrl2 22 0 0 0 4 17 1 463.6 459.1 82% 82 500 36.4 3.6

MATH 0 50 100 300 500 500 Index SH Goal| % Prof. %Prof-SH Goal Diff 10%
Base 88 4 8 9 13 a7 7 365.9 61% 61 500 134.1 13.4
Yrl 88 0 0 19 15 47 7 379.5 379.3 61% 65 500 120.5 12.0
Yr2 88 0 0 13 21 47 7 393.2 391.6 61% 69 500 106.8 10.7
Yr3 88 0 0 8 26 47 7 404.5 403.9 61% 72 500 95.5 9.5
Yrd 88 0 0 3 31 47 7 415.9 414.1 61% 75 500 84.1 8.4
Yr5 88 0 0 0 33 48 7 425.0 424.3 63% 77 500 75.0 7.5
Yr6 88 0 0 0 29 52 7 434.1 4325 67% 79 500 65.9 6.6
Yr7 88 0 0 0 26 55 7 440.9 440.7 70% 82 500 59.1 5.9
Yr8 88 0 0 0 23 58 7 447.7 446.8 74% 83 500 52.3 5.2
Yr9 88 0 0 0 20 61 7 4545 453.0 77% 85 500 45.5 4.5
Yri0 88 0 0 0 18 63 7 459.1 459.1 80% 87 500 40.9 41
Yrlil 88 0 0 0 16 65 7 463.6 463.2 82% 88 500 36.4 3.6
Yrl2 88 0 0 0 14 67 7 468.2 467.3 84% 89 500 31.8 3.2
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